and clibanarii served in the Roman army and they were also present in Sasanian Persia and Armenia 3 . One should draw attention to the fact, that the relationship between catafracti and clibanarii is not clear. For example, the words clibanarius/clibanarii and catafractus/catafracti referring both to the Persian and Roman heavy-armoured horsemen, appeared in Roman sources recording events that took place in the 3 rd and 4 th century A.D. In this case the terms mentioned above were used interchangeably 4 . The problem is whether the catafracti and clibanarii were a Parthian, Persian or Roman unit defined by two names, or whether they represented two types of heavy cavalry. If the second possibility is true, the question arises what did the difference consist in
.
No thesis based on the assumption that the existence of the two names is due to the difference in rider's armour, weapon and equestrian equipment has been accepted so far. A contrary opinion, that there was no difference between those two formations, has been rejected as well. It was the equipment that used to be regarded as the main element which made it possible to distinguished the catafracti 3 Iran and Central Asia, BAI 21, 2012, p. 149-158; W.W. Tarn, Hellenistic Military and Naval Developments, Cambridge 1930, p. 73-74; B. Bar-Kochva, The Seleucid Army . Organization and Tactics in the Great Campaigns, Cambridge 1976, p. 40, 42, 67, 74-75 ; G.A. Košelenko, Les cavaliers parthes . Aspects de la structure sociale de la Parthie, DHA 6, 1980, p. 177-179 4 See e.g. Ammiani Marcellini Rerum gestarum libri qui supersunt, XVI, 10, 8; XIX, 7, 4; XXIV, 6, 8, ed. et trans. J.C. Rolfe, London 1935 (cetera: Ammianus Marcellinus World, Łódź 1993, p. 9-10. from the clibanarii and to discover the similarities and differences between the two types of the cavalry. The question of the tactics deployed by the catafracti and clibanarii was passed over 6 . A completely different methodological approach was proposed by a Polish scholar Mariusz Mielczarek. The solution worked out in his study Cataphracti and clibanarii . Studies on the Heavy Armored Cavalry of the Ancient World differs from those put forward usually by scholars dealing with the catafracti and clibanarii. According to him, the basic criterion of the catafracti and clibanarii distinction was not based on an analysis of the arms and armour used but rather on an attempt to determine the tactics characteristic of the both kinds of heavy armoured cavalry 7 . M. Mielczarek supposes, that the catafracti were a heavy armoured cavalry (this term derives from the Greek verb katafrássō -'to enclose, wall up, to cover with armour') fighting in a deployed column order composed of a number of horsemen lines. The spear had been for a long time their main offensive weapon, held along the horse's flanks and freely wielded. The battle column order of the horsemen of this type was particularly effective against a deep array consisting of infantrymen. It seems that the catafracti were the response given by the eastern horsemen to the Macedonian phalanx. Probably they were created as a type of cavalry which would be able to oppose heavy -armoured Macedonian infantry. Their protective armour underwent a development. It became gradually longer and it covered, as 6 Ibidem, p. 10-11, 89. Yet, modern studies on catafracti and clibanarii are focused mainly on their panoply. See e.g. R.M. Rattenbury, An Ancient Armoured Force, CR 56, 1942, p. 113-116; L.A. Post, Cataphracts in Curtius, ClaW 18, 1946, p. 40 ; B. Rubin, Die Entstehung der Kataphraktenreiterei im Lichte der chorezmischen Ausgrabungen, Hi 4, 1955, p. 264-283; J.W. Eadie, The Development of Roman Mailed Cavalry, JRS 57, 1967, p. 161-173; A.M. Хазанов, Катафрактарии и их роль в истории военного искусства, ВДИ 1, 1968, p. 180-191; O. Gamber, Kataphrakten, Klibanarier, Normannenritter, JKSW 64, 1968, p. 7-44 Санкт-Петербург 2008, p. 60-84. 7 M. Mielczarek, Cataphracti and Clibanarii…, p. 10. much as possible, the rider's body. This was followed by the development of horse's caparison along the same lines 8 . According to M. Mielczarek, the clibanarii deployed completely different tactics. The genesis of this term is uncertain. Similarly to catafracti, the clibanarii were heavy armoured horsemen, but they were used mainly against cavalry. As their main weapon they used a long spear held across the horse's neck, with its point placed to the left from the horse's head. Their main protective armour was a mail coat as well as additional coverings made of iron plates or scales. Due to the change in the use of the spear, carrying a shield became possible. Less attention was paid to the protection of the horse. Its metal caparison were replaced by the armour made of hardened leather or textile coverings reinforced by additional metal elements. Their tactics were distinct from that of the catafracti. They fought in the wedge-column order or in a similar one, forming the wedge's head. Further lines were composed of less heavy-armoured mounted archers 9 . One cannot exclude the possibility that the same well trained horseman could function either as a catafractus or a clibanarius according to the tactics employed and there was no significant difference. He was a catafractus, when fighting in a column order against infantry, and a clibanarius when he fought against mounted warriors, as one of the soldiers at the head of the wedge-column order. Probably this is a correct interpretation of the expression catafractus (catafractarius) clibanarius documented by an inscription from Bithynia, which dates from the 4 th century A.D. 10 The Notitia Dignitatum indicate that the difference between catafractarii and clibanarii in Roman army lay not necessary in their equipment and tactics but rather in the origin of the units. In this document we can observe that clibanarii, unlike catafractarii, were recruited in the East (e. Dignitatum, vol. II, Düsseldorf 1970, p. 110-117; M. Mielczarek, Cataphracti and Clibanarii . . ., p. 76-77;  It should be remembered, that such cavalry constituted the elite of the army, and were, of course, extremely expensive to equip. Moreover, the service in a catafracti or clibanarii unit required considerable skills and constant military and equestrian practice, because the success of these formations on the battlefield depended on the discipline of horsemen who had to keep battle order. A breaking of the order could result in a disaster since a heavy armoured as well as an unhorsed warrior could easily be defeated by an infantryman or a mounted opponent 12 . It was for these reasons that only wealthy, experienced horsemen of long training were selected for that kind of service. A confirmation of this opinion can be found in a papyrus discovered in Egypt. According to this source a certain Serapion, who at the turn of the 4 th /5 th centuries, after having served ten years in another cavalry unit, joined the catafractarii and after twenty months became a commander (decurio) of their detachment 13 .
D.T. Potts, Cataphractus and kāmāndar: Some Thoughts on the Dynamic Evolution of Heavy Cavalry and Mounted Archers in
The earliest information about catafracti in the Roman army is preserved from the times of the emperor Hadrian Empire, A .D . 193-284, Leiden-Boston 2011, p. 193-240. 18 Scriptores Historiae Augustae, XXV, 16, 12-15, ed. E. Hohl, vol. II, Lipsiae 1965, p. 147 (cetera: SHA) . 19 SHA, XXVI, 11, [18] [19] vol. II, p. 157; M. Mielczarek, Cataphracti and Clibanarii . . ., Ammianus Marcellinus, XVI, 2, 5; XVI, 12, 7; XVI, 12, 63. 21 Ammianus Marcellinus, XXVIII, 5, 6. 22 Cf. an. 11 above. On the development of the Roman heavy cavalry under Constantius and Julian, see the important discussion in D. Hoffman, op . cit ., vol. I, Düsseldorf 1969, p. 265-279. 23 Ammianus Marcellinus, XVI, 10, 8; XXV, 1, 12; Julianus, Oratio I, Oratio II, 57c, p. 152 . The last certain mention on the so called leontoklibanárioi appears in a Egyptian papyri from the year 546 A.D. 26 It should be noted however that, in that period, heavy-armoured horsemen still existed in the Byzantine army, but they were not described as catafracti or clibanarii. These terms are not found in the Strategikon of Maurice, nor the works of Procopius, Agathias, Menander Protector, John Malalas and the other historiographical sources from the later period. It seems worth considering why did those terms disappear from the sources of the period?
Byzantine medium and heavy-armoured cavalry during the 6 th and early 7 th century is described by Procopius of Caesarea 27 and, in particular, in the 32 . Moreover, they also possessed a mail hoods and neck-guards, segmented helmets (probably Spangenhelme) 33 . The author of the treatise states explicitly that much of this equipment was modeled on the Avar panoply, in particular the neck-guard (peritrachélion), the leather thong (loríon) attached to the middle of the lance, the loose-fitting and decorated clothing and the horse armour consisted of iron or textile coverings. Cavalrymen also wore a fur coat or wide, thick felt garment (gounníon or noberoníkion) to protect them from the weather and the enemy's arrows and other kinds of weapon 34 . They were also equipped 28 The question of authorship of the Strategikon is debatable. In modern literature there is widespread opinion that this practical compendium for highest commanders was composed by emperor B 12, 1937, p. 128-129; A. Pertusi, Ordinamenti militari, guerre in Occidente e teorie di guerra dei Bizantini (secc . VI-X), SSCISAM 15, 1967, p. 667-670 Chr., München 1988, p. 171-172. with two stirrups (skálai), an innovation adopted from the Avars, who probably had carried it across from the eastern steppe and China 35 . The panoply was completed by a cavalry sword (spathíon) and a bow (toxárion), probably of a Hunnic origin 36 . Horses belonging to the highest commanders (archóntes) and elite soldiers (epílektoi), who fought in the first rank, were protected at the front by felt or iron coverings 37 . It should be observed that beside the heavy-armoured cavalry, units of mounted archers (hippotoxótai) also existed in the Byzantine army. According to Procopius the best mounted archers wore breast plates, helmets and small circular shields attached to the left shoulder (very interesting feature found in Persian art). Their horses were unarmoured, since the cavalry described by Procopius functioned both as shock troops and highly mobile and effective mounted archers
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. What is significant is that Procopius refers heavy-armoured cavalryman as tethōrakisménos, not as katáfraktos or klibanários, which is linked with the tradition of classicizing historiography 39 . In other sources the term thōrakofóros as a synonymous of heavy-armoured horseman is also applied The opinion based on the Maurice' description that the Avar horsemen were mainly responsible for the introduction of lamellar horse coverings into Byzantine army, is shared by J. Haldon 43 . It seems to me that this thesis is not convincing. It must be noted, that the horse armour of the Avar heavy cavalry is attested only in the written sources. At any rate, archeological and pictorial evidences cannot corroborate its deployment 44 . This opinion concerning especially the iron horse armour of which not a single example has so far been found in the archaeological material 45 . What is more, the archeological material strongly suggests that armour was rarely used by the Avar warriors. Probably it belonged to the noble and well-to-do nomads or tribal elite. Avar's cemeteries are characterized by the relatively high number of close-combat weapons and archery equipment 46 . In this context, Maurice' account concerning the Avar's horse armour must be treated with great care. It must be stressed that horse armour had been used in the Greco-Roman world at least since the days of Xenophon, and continued to be used by some elite units of the Byzantine army. Probably, the Avar horse equipment that is described by the author of Strategikon is a pastiche of Byzantine equestrian armour that was current in use from the time of the ancient catafracti and clibanarii. As we have seen, their horse armour was strongly linked with the Persian influences and it had nothing to do with the Avar military equipment 47 . . According to this evidence, a conclusion seems authorized, that the construction, material and use of the individual elements of weapons and armour used by the Byzantine heavy-armoured horsemen of the 6 th and 7 th centuries compared to those of the ancient catafracti and clibanarii proves that the Byzantine heavy-armoured cavalry was a continuation of the latter, not necessarily in respect of the formation identity or tactics, but more so in respect of the arms used and of other elements of the equipment. Although the terms catafracti and clibanarii were not used at that time, the heavy armoured cavalry still existed.
I . As we have seen, the term catafracti was not used at this time however. Probably, it could have been simply forgotten or replaced by other terms connected with the new military technology. For example, the zabátos as a significant, new term used to describe heavy armoured horseman or kaballários from the Latin caballarius, one of several words used in Byzantine written sources to designate the horseman generally. We must also remember that Byzantine chroniclers and writers were not interested in technical aspects concerning the military organization and equipment. Probably they saw no necessity to provide his readers with such details. Moreover, another solution to the question seems to be possible. Throughout the period from the 6 th century heavy-armoured cavalry supported by mounted archers played the role of a main striking force 60 . Thus, there was no need to emphasize its elitist character, as was the case in antiquity. 56 , Tampere 2004, p. 39, 118-194, 345 ; M.A. Karantabias, However, in the 10 th century, in the contemporary military treatises and other written sources, there appeared once again the term katáfraktoi (katáfraktoi kavallárioi) as a definition of heavy-armoured elitist cavalry units. In my opinion, the appearance of this term in the 10 th century might be linked with a general revival of ancient learning and culture at that time. In modern historiography this cultural process is described as the so called "Macedonian renaissance" characterized also by a great development of military science in the Byzantine Empire. Initiated by the emperor and continued by his son Constantine VII and his successors, a revival of military science, connected obviously with the great age of Byzantine conquest, resulted in a large corpus of classical and contemporary manuals discussing the art of war in its many dimensions 61 . In the specialist literature on the subject, there is a widespread opinion that the major part of military treatises of the epoch mirrors mostly the retrospective character of the work of their compilers. E. McGeer emphasizes that almost all the Byzantine military writers lacked direct experience of war, so their knowledge, drawn from the authorities of the past, was theoretical rather than practical and literary rather than technical 62 . Furthermore, concerning our topic, he argues that there was no continuous tradition of heavy cavalry in Byzantium and there were barely periodic attempts to revive this type of riders at different times, and against different enemies 63 . He believes, as well as some other scholars, that appearance of heavy armoured katáfrak-toi in Byzantium was linked with emperor Nikephoros Phocas' military reforms 64 . I think, this thesis is very debatable. I try to show, that the Byzantine katáfraktoi were not only modeled on their ancient predecessors, but they even constituted a full continuation of the ancient formation. They applied the same tactical procedures and were equipped with similar armour as their ancient forerunners. According to this evidence we could draw the conclusion, that the "Macedonian renaissance" had also practical influence on the Byzantine warfare in the 10 th century. Tagmata, Wien 1991, p. 127-128. Besides the katáfraktoi, in Byzantine army of that time new formations described by ancient names like athánatoi ('immortals'), peltàstai (light infantry) and hoplítai (heavy-armoured infantry) were also present 65 . Its appearance was strongly connected with the revival of ancient patterns which took place in 10 th century. In this context, the Byzantine military writers employed the word katáfraktoi because this was the term favored by the late Hellenistic and Roman military literature. Since it existed in antiquity, this term was used by the authors of the tenth-century military treaties to denote a specific class of heavy cavalry 66 . For the first time since the late antiquity the term katáfraktoi appears in the anonymous treatise on strategy called Perì strategías or the Military Compendium of Syrianus Magister perhaps written no in the 6 th century (a sixth-century date proposed by G.T. Dennis is no longer tenable) but rather in the 9 th century or even later 67 . According to this source, the heavy armoured katáfraktoi were placed on the either side of solid infantry formation 68 . What is more, we can find detailed description of arms and armour of heavy armoured horsemen. They should be equipped with iron armour for their heads, breasts and necks. Theirs horses should be covered (katafrássein) in the same manner. Author recommends, that the "soles" of the horses' hooves should also be likewise protected with iron plates (petála) so that they will not easily be injured by caltrops (tribóloi) and other devices 69 . The term katáfraktoi is also present in the tactical constitutions of the emperor Leo VI when he describes heavy -armoured cavalry of the ancient period as well as units contemporary to him 70 . The author reports that the chief element which distinguished the units of katáfraktoi from other types of cavalry (mè katáfraktoi) is the complete armour of both horse and warrior 71 . Unfortunately, his descrip-tion concerns only the military equipment which applied to this heavy-armoured horsemen, not to the tactical procedures. Probably the lack of such information was linked with the emperor's scanty military experience 72 . Nevertheless, we possess an excellent description of the tactics and equipment of such heavy-armoured horsemen. Detailed description of the ancient and Byzantine cataphracts' equipment contains the anonymous military manual knowing as Sylloge Tacticorum 73 . The Byzantine katáfraktoi are also described by the emperor Nicephorus Phocas and by a famous military commander the time, Nicephorus Uranos. We must draw attention to the fact, that both were experienced military leaders, which means, that their descriptions are very reliable 74 . According to their accounts the Byzantine katáfraktoi were the best equipped soldiers in the army. Their compact helmets were fitted with a complete guards of mail or textile two or three layers thick, pierced only with eye holes 75 . This was a style long knowing in the East
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. The torso was protected by a klibánion. This term demands a careful attention. It may 72 We must draw attention to the fact that the practical value of Leo' 80-81, 171-196. 75 Nicephori Praecepta Militaria ex codice Mosquensi, 11, 13-15, ed. Ю.А. Кулаковский, ЗИАН.ИФО 8.9, 1908 (cetera: Praecepta Militaria) AIs 41, 2007, p. 286, 291-294. stem from the Persian griwbān ('neck armour' or 'hauberk'; literally 'something that connects a helmet with the rest of the armour'). The appearance of this word in antiquity was linked with the rise of clibanarii units. Probably in the 3 rd century this foreign term was adopted into everyday soldiers speech and became latinised. In Roman sources the loanword was employed to designate the heavy-armoured horseman, the clibanarius
77
. But on the other hand the hypothesis on Greek and Latin origin of this term not be excluded. This term being derived from Latin word clibanum (Gr. klíbanos) not in the sense as 'oven' but as something like 'a fuller armour suit' . From this term derive such words as clibanarii/ klibanárioi, klibánion, klibanátos ('covered in armour') 78 . We can observe that the etymology of klibánion was straightforwardly linked with the ancient clibanarii/klibanárioi. In the Byzantine military manuals from the 10 th century the klibánion might refer to as little as the breast and back, but could also mean a full armour consisting of breast and back, shoulder guards, sleeves and skirt or even a horse armour 79 . This is confirmed by Nicephorus Phokas who stipulates, that the klibánia of the katáfraktoi should have sleeves and skirt coverings (kremásmata) 80 . This term has been interpreted as skirt-like coverings which protected the rider from the waist to the knee 81 . This is echoed by Nicephorus Uranos in his Tactica
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. The klibánion referred to anything made of lamellar, such as horse armour. In this period Byzantine craftsmen had introduced a technological innovation in lamellar construction 83 . In the generic lamellar armour known from Persia, China and other civilizations, the plates overlap and are tied together horizontally before the rows are assembled vertically 84 .
The new method did not tie the plates to each other, but instead attached them side by side to the leather backing. This kind of armour was highly effective in resisting cuts, but was also proof against axe and mace blows (Cartagena, Spain) , Gla 28, 2008, p. 195-210. 85 Praecepta Militaria, 11, [10] [11] [12]  T.G. Kolias, Byzantinische Waffen . . ., p. 59-61; P.Ł. Grotowski, op . cit., [307] [308] [309] Strategikon, I, 2, 50-55; Περὶ στρατηγίας, XVI, 60-64. See also remarks in: P. Skupniewicz, O ciężkozbrojnej jeździe Sasanidów, AUNC.H 379, 2006, p. 157-158. 88 Praecepta Militaria, 11, 8, 15; Nicephorus Uranos, 60, 4; J. Haldon, Some Aspects..., p. 37. 89 Sylloge Tacticorum, XXXIX, 1; Praecepta Militaria, 11, 23; Nicephorus Uranos, 60, 5. 90 Sylloge Tacticorum, XXXIX, 4-6; Praecepta Militaria, 11, 33; 12, 2; Nicephorus Uranos, 60, 7. 91 Praecepta Militaria, 11, 16; Nicephorus Uranos, 60, 5. as well as Persian horses 92 . The Alexiad of Anna Comnena contains very interesting account concerning the Thessalian mounts belonged to the Thracian and Macedonian heavy-armoured riders 93 . Horses of the Byzantine katáfraktoi were also covered in armour 94 . But we should bear in mind, that in the East armour has never been as heavy as in Western Europe. The hotter climate, the generally lighter build of men and horses and the greater value attached to the mobility required lighter armour 95 . The author of Praecepta Militaria confirm this. He describes two kinds of caparisons. One was made from quilted felt or pieces of hardened leather fastened together and covering the horse's head and the rest of his body down to the knees 96 . This kind of armour was light but very resistant. It effectiveness is confirmed by the vivid relation of Theophanes. He describes emperor Heraclius' personal combat in a charge against the Persian cavalry near Niniveh on 12 December 626. Dórkōn, the horse belonging to the emperor, was wounded in the thigh by some infantryman who struck it with a spear. It also received several sword blows on the head, but, wearing a full quilted felt armour described as katáfrakta neurikà, he was not hurt; the blows were ineffective 97 . The other part of armour mentioned in Praecepta Militaria was made from bison hides and likewise covered the horse's body 98 . Ac-cording to Leo VI among the Byzantine heavy-armoured cavalry there were also present riders who, as in antiquity, rode on the horses which were covered in metal armour. This kind of carapace was made from plates or scales 99 . It was however very expensive and on account of this was prescribed to only wealthy, high ranking commanders.
The description of arms and armour of katáfraktoi given by Nicephorus Phocas and Nicephorus Uranos is similar to the accounts of ancient authors, like Ammianus Marcellinus, who describes the Roman cataphracti as Praxiteles' sculptures, emperor Julian and Heliodorus. That habitant of Emesa, from a family of the descendants of Helios is the author of a Greek novel entitled Ethiopian stories. His account is very interesting:
The character of their armament is the following. A selected man wears a helmet that is compact and made of one piece, and it is skillfully crafted like a man's face. He is covered by it from the top of his head to the neck except for the eyes in order to see through it; he equips his right hand with a pike longer than a spear, the left is free for the reins (…). He is armed with a corselet not only across his breast but also across the rest of his body (…). They fence their horses all around with similar equipment, tying graves around the feet, and they bind the whole head tightly with frontlets, and from the back to the belly they suspend on either side a covering plaited in iron (…). When the moment of battle comes (…) he is looking like an iron man or like a moving image wrought with the hammer.
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There are reasons to believe that in the Byzantine times as well as in the antiquity, the performance of katáfraktoi on the battlefields played a considerable part in grinding down the enemies' morale. According to Leo the Deacon the Rus' warriors were frightened by them and they were so demoralized, that they became incapable of fighting against the "ironclad horsemen" (pansíderoi hippótai) in battle 101 . Moreover, the poem composed by an Arab writer al-Mutanabbi records the Arabs' amazement at the sight of the cavalrymen who advanced on horses which seemed to have no legs and whose helmets and garments were of iron like their swords 102 . This evidence is very similar to those given by Ammianus Marcellinus, Julian and Heliodorus. We must bear in mind, that this heavy-armoured horsemen, like in antiquity, represented the elite of the Byzantine army, which probably consisted of wealthy aristocrats and theirs re- . Extraits des sources arabes, ed. et trans. M. Canard, Bruxelles 1950, p. 333, 16. tainers 103 . The numbers cited in the Praecepta Militaria and Tactica of Uranos indicates that an army of twenty-five thousand men contained no more than 504 or 384 katáfraktoi. So, this formation was not numerous 104 . The presence of the retainers and squires is confirmed by the terms klibanofóroi and epilorikofóroi mentioned in short novel prepared under the name of the emperor Nicephorus II Phokas 105 . If the interpretation of this words as "armour bearers" is correct, it provides explanation that this novel refers to an increase in the number of squires in the service of the elite cavalry troops, which meant that each warrior would normally have to provide no less than two orderlies accompanying him on campaign 106 . Nicephorus Phocas refers to the formation used by the katáfraktoi as a triangle or rather solid wedge. The triangular formation of the katáfraktoi was the centerpiece in the front line of the Byzantine forces. This array was very simple and easy to create. It stood twelve rows deep with each row adding two men to either sides as the formation went back, thereby increasing the total of men in successive rows by four at a time. During the battle the first four lines were to be composed of katáfraktoi wielding iron maces, a very hard shock weapon; from the fifth row to the twelfth, the two horsemen on each sides alternated with lancers or cavalrymen armed with swords or maces. In the middle of the triangle there were mounted archers protected within the surrounding the array of heavy -armoured horsemen 107 . The tactics prescribed by Nicephorus Phocas and echoed by Uranos is corroborated by Leo the Deacon, who mentions the katáfraktoi several times 108 . At the battle of Tarsus in 965 the katáfraktoi stood in the front line between units of horsemen led by Nicephorus Phocas on the right wing and John Tzimiskes on the left. The use of archers from behind the advancing heavy-armoured cavalry is also in accordance with the emperors' directive to have mounted archers inside the wedge-column order 109 . Leo the Deacon also records the katáfraktoi in action during John Tzimiskes' wars against the Rus. According to this account, at the battle of Dorostolon in July 971 emperor John Tzimiskes placed the "ironclad horsemen" (pansíderoi hippótai) on either wing of the battle array, but, as Nicephorus Phocas previously remarked, he also placed the archers behind them 110 . There is a strong similarity between Leo the Deacon account and description of heavy armoured cavalry tactics given by the anonymous author of the Perì strategías 111 . As we have seen, the Byzantine katáfraktoi in 10 th century applied the same tactical procedures as their ancient forerunners by fighting in the wedge-shaped order, which is ascribed to the ancient clibanarii. Moreover, as in antiquity, in the 10 th century this type of heavy-armoured cavalry was accompanied by mounted archer units. This array, defined as cuneus was created in antiquity. According to the classical tactician Arrian, the cavalry wedge had been invented by the Scythians who passed it on to the Thracians from whom it was adopted by Philip III of Macedonia 112 . In the next centuries this kind of battle order was perfected in practice by the Roman cavalry. Therefore one must emphasize that the revival of ancient military treatises in Byzantium had not only a theoretical, but also a practical importance. What is more, we can draw the conclusion that heavy armoured cavalry always existed in Byzantine Empire. Military reforms which took place in the second half of the 10 th century didn't create this formation. As we have seen, the term katáfraktoi is attested much earlier than military reforms were introduced.
According to E. McGeer, during the subsequent centuries, the role of heavilyarmoured cavalry decreased. He thinks that katáfraktoi became completely useless, especially in the western part of Byzantine Empire, because the author of De re militari, who focuses mainly on the northwestern frontiers of the empire, makes no mention of them. The mountainous, wooded terrain of the Balkans denied them the level ground they needed to perform effectively their tactics. Moreover, emperor Basil II's strategy hinged more on control of key routes, passes and strongholds, a type of warfare that elevated the role of infantry and light cavalry as opposed to confrontations in the open field suited to heavy cavalry. Like all heavy cavalry, the katáfraktoi were a very expensive formation which employed ponderous, inflexible tactics that required intensive training and ideal conditions to succeed. Finally, E. McGeer concludes, that katáfraktoi probably passed out of use by the early eleventh century 113 . I think, that this opinion is not convincing. According to our sources katá-fraktoi were still a useful military force. Nicephorus Uranos, an experienced military leader who supervised the eastern frontier from Antioch, recommends that the detachment of 150 katáfraktoi accompanying a raid into the enemy lands be accompanied by an infantry force trailing in the wake of the more mobile cavalry units sent ahead in search of prisoners and plunder. He also proposes that forty or fifty katáfraktoi may leave their armour and their horses' carapaces and participate in the raid as light horsemen. As we can observe the tactics of the katáfraktoi was completely changed, what proves, that katáfraktoi were a universal formation and their presence on the battlefields was of essential importance 114 . Moreover, the authors of the eleventh and twelfth century sources emphasize that the regular heavy cavalry continued to be a key element in the Byzantine army. At the battle of Troina in Sicily, in 1040, the Byzantine heavyarmoured horsemen demolished the Arab array at the first attack 115 . According to Michael Psellus, when Constantine IX Monomachus celebrated his victory over George Maniaces in 1043, the elite heavy cavalry armed with shields, spears, bows and swords, described as katáfraktoi hippoi, took part in the triumph 116 . The same author stresses that katáfraktoi constituted the main striking force of Leo Tornicus army in 1047 117 . Detachments of heavy-armoured cavalry, known as katáfraktoi, also appear in the Alexiad of Anna Comnena. We must draw attention to the fact, that Anna Comnena uses this term when she describes native Byzantine heavy cavalry (doryfóroi katáfraktoi) as well as western knights in the Byzantine service (Kéltoi katáfraktoi) 118 . Heavy-armoured katá-fraktoi were present on the battlefields during the Comnenian period. Thanks to John Cinnamus, we possess an excellent description of the tactical organization of the Byzantine forces before the battle outside Constantinople's walls in September 1147:
They were organized as follows: the most unwarlike common part of the army stood far forward in four units, thereafter, the well armed and mounted, after these came those riding swift footed horses, and finally, at the back of the army were the Scythians and Persians as well as the Roman archers. Thus, the least warlike ones formed a screen in front of the whole army, behind them stood the katá-fraktoi, the heavy-armoured cavalry.
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Unfortunately, we lack a detailed description of the battle, we only know, that the Byzantines were victorious. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy, that the light cavalry and mounted archers were positioned in back of the heavy-armoured katáfrak-toi. Similarly as in the 10 th century, the formation of the katáfraktoi was placed in the centre of the battle array of the Byzantine army.
To sum up. As we have seen, in the specialist literature on the subject, there is a widespread opinion that the heavily-armoured elite cavalry, defined as catafracti and clibanarii had existed from the Hellenistic period until the end of Late Antiquity. Whereas a comparison of the construction, material and use of the individual elements of weapons and armour used by the Byzantine heavy cavalry from the sixth century and the first half of the seventh century with those of the ancient catafracti and clibanarii, allows us to draw the conclusion that the Byzantine heavily armed cavalry was its continuation, not necessarily in respect of the identity of the formations and their tactics, but more so in respect of the arms in use and other elements of equipment. The term catafracti was not used at that time. Classifying the Byzantine cavalry from this period as catafracti, despite the fact that it is not usually defined in this way is based on the opinion of emperor Leo VI, expressed in Tactica, in accordance with which the chief element which distinguished catafracti and clibanarii units from other types of cavalry was the complete armour of both the horse and rider. In spite of the fact that the Romans, in response to the Sasanid heavy cavalry, created their own mailed cavalry described by names catafracti or clibanarii, the influence of the Steppe peoples (principally the Huns and Avars) was more pronounced in the next centuries. Their weapons and tactics completely transformed the Byzantine way of war. In particular, this development concerned the cavalry -the main striking force of Byzantine army at this time. As we have seen, a disappearance of the ancient terms catafracti and clibanarii and their tactics (fighting in wedge-column order) was linked with this process of change.
In the 10 th century, in contemporary military treatises the term katáfraktoi appeared once again, a fact that can be connected with a usage typical for the "Macedonian renaissance". At this time, the elitist formations of this type constituted a force marginal as compared to other cavalry units making up the Byzantine forces. However, the appearance of the 10 th century katáfraktoi was a practical effect of the revival of ancient traditions in the Byzantine culture: they were not a formation which was only modeled on its ancient predecessor, but its constituted a continuation of the ancient patterns. The cavalry were equipped with protective armour similar to that of their ancient forerunners. They also applied the same tactics, for instance by fighting in the wedge-column order, which is ascribed to the ancient cavalry of this type. The sources mentioned above indicate that this kind of battle array was reintroduced at this time. Moreover, the katáfraktoi were also present as a main striking cavalry force in the Comnenian army, which indicates that heavy-armoured cavalry was still necessary. There is no reason to doubt the opinion that there was a continuous tradition of heavy-armoured cavalry in the Byzantine Empire.
abstract. This article discusses the question of origin and identity of katáfraktoi -heavy-armoured cavalry in Byzantium. In the specialist literature on the subject, there is a widespread opinion that the heavily-armoured elitist cavalry, defined as catafracti and clibanarii had existed from the Hellenistic period until the end of Late Antiquity. Whereas a comparison of the construction, material and use of the individual elements of weapons and armour used by the Byzantine heavy cavalry from the sixth century and the first half of the seventh century with those of the ancient catafracti and clibanarii, allows us to draw the conclusion that the Byzantine heavily armed cavalry was its continuation, not necessarily in respect of the identity of the formations and their tactics, but more so in respect of the used arms and other elements of equipment. The term catafracti was not used at that time. Classifying the Byzantine cavalry from this period as catafracti, despite the fact that it is not usually defined in this way is based on the opinion of emperor Leo VI, expressed in Tactica, in accordance with which the chief element which distinguished catafracti and clibanarii units from other types of cavalry, was the complete armour of both the horse and rider. In spite of the fact, that the Romans, in response to the Sasanid heavy horsemen created their own mailed cavalry described by names catafracti or clibanarii, the influence of the Steppe people (principally the Huns and Avars) was more pronounced in the next centuries. Their weapons and tactics completely transformed the Byzantine way of war. In particular, this development concerned the cavalry -the main striking force of Byzantine army at this time. As we have seen, a disappearance of the ancient terms catafracti and clibanarii and their tactics (fighting in wedge-column order) was linked with this process of change. In the 10 th century, in contemporary military treatises the term katáfraktoi appeared once again, a fact that can be connected with a usage typical for the "Macedonian renaissance". At this time, the elitist formations of this type constituted a force marginal as compared to other cavalry units making up the Byzantine forces. However, the appearance of the 10 th century katáfraktoi were a practical effect of the revival of ancient traditions in the Byzantine culture: they were not a formation which was only modeled on its ancient predecessor, but its constituted a continuation of the ancient patterns. The horsemen were equipped with similar protective armour as their ancient forerunners. They also applied the same tactics, for instance by fighting in the wedge-column order, which is ascribed to the ancient cavalry of this type. Sources mentioned above indicates, that this kind of battle array was reintroduced at this time. Moreover, the katáfraktoi were also present as a main striking cavalry force in the Comnenian army, which indicates, that heavy-armoured cavalry was still necessary. There is no reason to accept the opinion that there was no continuous tradition of heavy-armoured cavalry in the Byzantine Empire.
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